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Applicant's amendment of 12/17/04 has been entered. Applicant's arguments 
have been considered but are deemed moot based on the new grounds of rejection. 
This action is a non-final action. 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 1,2,4-7,15-21 are rejected under 35 (JSC 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The basis of this rejection is set forth in a two prong test of: 

1 . Whether the invention is within the technological arts; and 

2. Whether the invention produces a useful, concrete, and tangible result. 
For a claimed invention to be statutory, the claimed invention must be within the 
technological arts. Mere idea in the abstract (i.e. abstract ideas, law of nature, natural 
phenomena) that do not apply, involve, use, or advance the technological arts fail to 
promote the "progress of science and the useful arts" (i.e. physical sciences as opposed 
to social sciences for example), and therefore are found to be non-statutory subject 
matter. For a process claim to pass muster, the recited process must somehow apply, 
use or advance the technological arts. 

For claims 1,2,4-7,15-21, the scope of the claims is not reciting the use of any 
technology of any kind. All of the recited steps could be done by a person visually 
looking at the printer and printer head to determine if it is still connected. The same 
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holds true for checking the paper and seeing if there is enough to be able to print a 
receipt, this can be done visually. The "detecting of the occurrence of the disconnection 
of the printing head" can be done visually by a person. The triggering antifraud action 
could then be the person plugging the printer back in or reinstalling the printer head, or 
simply taking note of the disconnection. The monitoring electrical consumption can be 
seeing whether or not the printer is plugged in or not by visual inspection. Not being 
plugged in means no consumption of electricity. The recited step of detecting the 
disconnection covers every possible way that this can be done and this then means that 
the claim is directed to an abstract idea, which is not statutory. The claims do not 
require the use of any technology and nothing is being manipulated in any manner, so 
the claims are not found to be within the technological arts and are not considered 
statutory. 



3. The following is a quotation of 37 CFR 1 .71 (a)-(c): 

(a) The specification must include a written description of the invention or discovery and of the 
manner and process of making and using the same, and is required to be in such full, clear, concise, 
and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art or science to which the invention or 
discovery appertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same. 

(b) The specification must set forth the precise invention for which a patent is solicited, in such 
manner as to distinguish it from other inventions and from what is old. It must describe completely a 
specific embodiment of the process, machine, manufacture, composition of matter or improvement 
invented, and must explain the mode of operation or principle whenever applicable. The best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention must be set forth. 

(c) In the case of an improvement, the specification must particularly point out the part or parts of 
the process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter to which the improvement relates, and 
the description should be confined to the specific improvement and to such parts as necessarily 
cooperate with it or as may be necessary to a complete understanding or description of it. 
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The specification is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .71 because it fails to provide an 
adequate written description of the invention so that one of skill in the art can make and 
use the claimed invention. 

For claim 4, one of skill in the art would not know how to make the invention so 
that the "antifraud action" is the act of making information appear on a ticket. The 
specification as originally filed does not disclose how this is done. If the printer head is 
not connected to the taximeter because it was disconnected by a dishonest taxi driver, it 
necessarily follows that the printer cannot print the ticket so what is making the 
information appear on a ticket? It is not clear how the ticket is generated in this 
situation. One of skill in the art would be left to guess as to how this is done and undue 
experimentation would necessarily be involved. 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

For claim 4, one of skill in the art would not know how to make the invention so 
that the "antifraud action" is the act of making information appear on a ticket. The 
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specification as originally filed does not disclose how this is done. If the printer head is 
not connected to the taximeter because it was disconnected by a dishonest taxi driver, it 
necessarily follows that the printer cannot print the ticket so what is making the 
information appear on a ticket? It is not clear how the ticket is generated in this 
situation. One of skill in the art would be left to guess as to how this is done and undue 
experimentation would necessarily be involved. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 5,10,11,17, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

For claim 5, there is no antecedent basis for "the neutralization of the taximeter". 
In claim 1, it was not recited that there is any neutralization; however, claim 2 does 
contain this limitation. Should claim 5 depend to claim 2 instead of claim 1? Claim 5 
depends to claim 1 so it is not clear what is being claimed. For what situation of claim 1 
does the neutralization occur? When in the "for hire" position or the "tariff position"? 
This is not clear. 

For claim 10, no dial has previously been claimed so there is no antecedent 
basis for this term. Is the "dial" some kind of monitor or display? How can a dial enable 
the display of a signal? What is the scope of the term "dial"? A dial is something that is 
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usually turned to do something, like the dial on a stove for the heat setting. Because a 
dial is not seen as being able to display anything the scope of this term is not clear. 

For claim 11, it is not clear what is being claimed. The use of the word 
"alternatively" is not clear. Does this mean that the signaling takes place at the same 
time as the displaying of a total or that the displaying of the total happens instead of the 
signaling step? What does the term "alternatively" lend to the claim's scope? 

For claims 17, while not necessarily an indefiniteness problem, applicant may 
want to consider amending the claim to read "as claimed in claim 12, further comprising 
checking the paper..." to improve readability. The claim needs a transitionary phrase 
such as "wherein the step of..." or "further comprises". With respect to "and triggering 
the antifraud action in the case where the supply is this now reciting that the 
antifraud action of claim 1 happens again when a 2 nd situation arises? The same 
antifraud action as when the printer is disconnected? Or is this claiming that the 
antifraud action of claim 1 can happen when the supply of paper is deemed insufficient, 
regardless of the status of the printer head? Is this claiming what will happen "if a 
certain situation arises or is this claim actually positively reciting the checking of the 
paper with the result possibly being the same action of that of claim 1 , but when in the 
tariff position only? What happens when the paper is deemed insufficient when the 
taximeter is in the "for hire" mode (because in that case there is no antifraud action 
claimed as being performed)? 
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8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1,4,6,7,16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ricard (EP0880111). 

For claims 1,7,16-21, Ricard discloses a taximeter 1 that calculates a fare for a 
trip in the taxi. Ricard discloses the claimed positions of "for hire" and "tariff' for the 
taximeter. There is a printer 3 connected to the taximeter that is used to print a receipt 
for the customer. Ricard discloses that it is desirable to detect the amount of paper in 
the printer so that a printed receipt can be given to the customer. If it is determined that 
not enough paper is in the printer to be able to print a receipt for an upcoming trip, the 
taximeter is disabled and cannot be turned from the "for hire" position to the "tariff' 
position. Ricard recognizes the importance of being able to print a receipt to such an 
extent that if no paper is detected in the printer, the taximeter is disabled. Ricard 
recognizes the importance of having a functioning printer. Not disclosed is that the 
connection of the printer head is detected. When an honest driver is operating the taxi, 
it would necessarily follow that he/she would want the printer to work correctly so that 
receipts can be printed. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to visually inspect the printer to make sure the printer 
is connected (and the printing head) so that a receipt can be printed for the customer. 
During the normal course of conducting the business of being a taxi driver, the driver 



Application/Control Number: 09/982,797 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3629 

would necessarily notice if the printer head is disconnected or became dislodged 
somehow, because no receipts could be printed. The fact that the printer is not working 
would necessarily lead one of ordinary skill in the art to see if it is at least connected 
properly. During a fare, if the driver notices the printer or printer head has become 
disconnected, the "antifraud action" would be the taxi driver reinstalling the printer head 
or reconnecting the printer so that a receipt can be printed for the customer. The claim 
reads on an honest taxi driver visually noticing that the printer or printer head has 
become disconnected (either during the time when a receipt is to be printed or at 
random) and reconnecting the printer to allow printing of receipts. 

For claim 4, the claimed "making an item of information appear on a ticket" is 
interpreted to be the reconnecting of the printer or printer head (an antifraud action) and 
the printing of a receipt (a ticket with information) after the reconnection. 

For claims 6, not disclosed is the detecting of the disconnection at the claimed 
time. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made that the disconnection of the printer visually would happen at any 
time because the printer is in sight of the taxi driver and in their immediate area. 

10. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ricard (EP08801 1 1 ) in view of Gilham (0393896). 

For claims 1,6,17,19,20,21, Ricard discloses a taximeter 1 that calculates a fare 
for a trip in the taxi. Ricard discloses the claimed positions of "for hire" and "tariff for 
the taximeter. There is a printer 3 connected to the taximeter that is used to print a 



Application/Control Number: 09/982,797 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3629 

receipt for the customer. Ricard discloses that it is desirable to detect the amount of 
paper in the printer so that a printed receipt can be given to the customer. If it is 
determined that not enough paper is in the printer to be able to print a receipt for an 
upcoming trip, the taximeter is disabled and cannot be turned from the "for hire" position 
to the "tariff 1 position. Ricard recognizes the importance of being able to print a receipt 
to such an extent that if no paper is detected in the printer, the taximeter is disabled. 
Ricard recognizes the importance of having a functioning printer. Not disclosed is that 
the disconnection of the printer head is detected as claimed. Gilham discloses a mail 
metering system where a printer is separate from the system itself and is capable of 
being disconnected. Gilham discloses that it is desirable to detect whether or not the 
printer is connected to the rest of the system. Disconnection of the printer may be an 
indication that fraud is happening. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide Ricard with the ability to detect if the printer has been disconnected as 
disclosed by Gilham, so that it can assured that a receipt can be printed by a functioning 
printer. Because Ricard recognizes the importance of being able to print a receipt, so 
much so that the taximeter is disabled if there is not enough paper, it is considered 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to also make sure that the printer itself is 
connected to the taximeter so that a receipt can be printed. Because Ricard discloses 
that the taximeter is not able to go into the "tariff' position when a paper problem in the 
printer is detected, it would necessarily follow that if it was detected that the printer was 
not even connected to the taximeter when in the "for hire" position, one would disable 
the taximeter and not allow it to be turned into the "tariff' position as claimed. When it 
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has been detected that the printer is not connected the taximeter, this also means that 
the printer head is not connected to the taximeter. 

For claims 2-4, the antifraud action only happens when the disconnection is 
detected when the taximeter is in the "tariff' position. The claims do not require any 
"antifraud" action because claim 1 sets forth two situations, only one of which is needed 
to reject the claims. The examiner has the claimed situation of detection of printer 
disconnection when in the "for hire" position, which satisfies what is claimed. The 
claims have not specifically recited that the detection has happened when in the "tariff' 
position. 

For claim 5, as best understood by the examiner, the above 103 satisfies what is 
claimed. 

For claims 7,9, not disclosed is that the detection of the printer being connected 
or disconnected is done during a request to print a receipt, or during the "tariff 1 position. 
Because Ricard recognizes the importance of being able to print a receipt and the 103 
combination results in the connection of the printer being detected, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to detect 
the connection of the printer at other times, such as the times claimed. This is just a 
repeating of the step of printer detection at more than one time, which is considered 
obvious, especially in view of the fact that Ricard recognizes the importance of a 
functioning printer. It then follows that a disconnection of the printer will be signaled by 
the taximeter. 



Application/Control Number: 09/982,797 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3629 

For claim 8,10, the inability of the taximeter to be put into the "tariff 1 position from 
the "for hire" position is an alarm signal that the disconnection of the printer has been 
detected. 

For claim 1 1 , the taximeter would still display the total for the trip as claimed. 

For claims 12-14, Gilham discloses the claimed manner of printer disconnection 
monitoring. Gilham discloses the monitoring of signals from the printer. See column 6, 
line 7-column 7, line 26. 

For claim 1 5, not specifically disclosed is the detection of the electrical 
consumption of the printer to detect any disconnection; however, the examiner feels that 
the method of Gilham satisfies what is claimed. This is because if the printer is not 
connected to the taximeter and has no power, this fact is noted by the fact that no 
signals have been returned form the printer. No signals being returned indicate no 
connection, and also no power to the printer. 

For claim 16, Ricard inherently uses "mechanically secure" connectors as 
claimed. This is a very broad term and because the printer head of Ricard is in place 
during use, there are inherently some kind of mechanical connectors. 

For claim 18, the examiner interprets the limitation of "during the request to 
print the receipt" to be satisfied by Ricard. When a person wants to use the taxi and the 
meter is switched to "tariff, the supply of paper is then checked. The fact that a person 
is intending to use the taxi is a request for a receipt because each customer is to be 
given a receipt. The time period claimed has not been specifically defined and has 
been interpreted broadly. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis Ruhl whose telephone number is 571-272-6808. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on 571-272-6812. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




DENNIS RUHL 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



